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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 3-8, 10-30, 33-37, 40, 41, 43-46, 50-60, and 64-66 are pending. In this paper, 
claims 37 and 50 have been amended. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested for the following reasons. 

I. The Rejection under 35 USC § 112. First Paragraph 

In the Office Action, claims 1, 6, 12, 21, 26, 30, 37, 40, 50 and 55 were rejected on 
grounds that the specification fails to provide a written description of the following phrase: 
"wherein the call is re-established between the first and second mobile terminals through a signal 
path that does not pass through an intervening or repeating subscriber terminal." Specifically, the 
Examiner contends that Figure 1 shows the signal path passing through a base station, and the 
Examiner has interpreted the base station as a repeater. 

But, the claims do not require the signal path to pass through a repeater. Rather, they 
expressly recite that the signal path does not pass through an intervening or repeating 
" subscriber terminal ." Applicants submit that the Examiner has overlooked the meaning of 
the word "subscriber terminal" in this phrase. 

As those skilled in the art appreciate, a base station is not a subscriber terminal. Rather, 
a base station is an element of a mobile communication network that performs the function of 
relaying signals between two subscriber terminals during a call. That is, a user never subscribes to 
a base station and therefore a base station cannot be properly construed to be a subscriber 
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terminal. Rather, a user subscribes to a mobile communication system which registers the user's 
mobile terminal. The mobile terminal, therefore, and not a base station, constitutes a "subscriber 
terminal." 

During prosecution, the Examiner is permitted to give each claim term its broadest 
reasonable interpretation. However, interpreting a base station to be a subscriber terminal 
constitutes an unreasonable interpretation and therefore is improper. 

In view of the foregoing considerations. Applicants submit that die specification and 
drawings provide a written description of a call re-established between die first and second 
mobile terminals "through a signal patii tiiat does not pass tiirough an intervening or repeating 
subscriber terminal." Witiidrawal of the § 112 rejection is tiierefore respectfuUy requested. 

II. The Rejections under 35 USC § lQ3(a^ 

Claims 1, 3, 30, 40 and 55 were rejected for being obvious in view of a Murphy-Olds 
combination. Applicants request reconsideration of this rejection for die following reasons. 

Claim 1 recites "the base station transmits the state information to a second mobile 
terminal to inform die second mobile terminal tiiat a caU was released based on a low signal 
strengtii of the first mobile terminal." The Murphy patent does not teach or surest tiiese 
features. The Murphy patent discloses transmitting a pre-recorded voice message from one 
terminal to anotiier only when the battery of tiie transmitting terminal is low. The voice message 
tells the user of the other terminal of the low-battery condition. 
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Murphy does not transmit its voice message or any other state information when one of 
the terminals during a call experiences low signal strength . To make up for this deficiency, the 
Olds patent was cited. 

The Olds patent discloses establishing a call between subscriber terminals by routing the 
call through a series of intervening subscriber terminals, labeled RSUs 24, 24', and 24". After die 
call is connected. Olds then performs an acknowledgment (ACK) and non-acknowledgment 
(NACK) scheme. According to this scheme, when one RSU receives a packet during the call, an 
ACK signal is transmitted back to the originating RSU. And, when the RSU fails to receive a 
packet, it transmits a NACK signal back to the originating RSU. (See column 13, line 42 - 
column 14, line 22). Through this process, which is conventionally known as a HARQ scheme, 
the originating RSU can know whether any voice packets were transmitted in error. 

Also, during this process, the call is connected based on certain link characteristics, 
which include power, rate, coding, modulation order, and modulation type. (See column 13, lines 
20-23). If, during the call, signal quality exceeds a predetermined threshold. Olds resets the link 
characteristics. (See column 14, lines 2-5, which is the portion of Olds which die Examiner reHed 
on to reject claim 1). Resetting the link characteristics is different firom die operation of die 
claimed invention. 

Specifically, claim 1 recites that the base station transmits state information of the first 
mobile terminal to a second mobile terminal to inform die second mobile terminal diat a call was 
released based on a low signal strengdi of die first mobile terminal. The Olds patent does not 
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teach or suggest these features. Instead, when low signal quality is detected. Olds resets Hnk 
characteristics (column 14, lines 2-5). It does not transmit state information of one terminal to 
another terminal, e.g., it does not transmit state information to a second terminal indicating that 
a call was released based on low signal strength of the First terminal . 

On the contrary, Olds discloses that the call is maintained and that that call is continued 
based on reset hnk characteristics. See column 13, lines 57-65, which provides in relevant part: 
"If the triggering event has occurred, then program flow loops to task 182 to reset link 
characteristics prior to transmitting another segment of data." The other data segment is 
transmitted during the same caU. Therefore, the call is not released as required by claim 1. 

In view of these disclosures, it is evident that Murphy does not teach or suggest the 
following claimed features: "the base station transmits the state information to a second mobile 
terminal to inform the second mobile terminal that a call was released based on a low signal 
strength of the first mobile terminal." 

Claim 1 also recites that "the second mobile terminal monitors the signal strength of 
first mobile terminal after the call release and performs an automatic call connection operation 
to re-establish the call w^hen the signal strength of the first mobile terminal exceeds a 
predetermined level." These features are not taught or suggested by the Murphy or Olds patents, 
e.g.. Murphy discloses transmitting a voice message to one terminal when the battery of another 
terminal is low during a call. But, Murphy does not teach or suggest that one mobile terminal 
monitors the signal strength of the other mobile terminal after the call has bee n released, or 
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performing an automatic call connection operation to re-estabUsh the call when the signal 
strength of the first mobile terminal exceeds a predetermined level . The Olds patent also fails to 
teach or suggest these features - Olds merely resets link characteristics of a terminal while a call 
is continued. No call monitoring or release function is performed and no automatic caU 
connection operation is performed as recited in claim 1. 

Claim 1 also recites that "the call is re-established between the first and second mobile 
terminals through a signal path that does not pass through an intervening or repeating subscriber 
terminal." These features are not taught or suggested by Murphy or Olds. In fact, Olds teaches 
away from these features. 

Applicants subtnit that claim 1 is allowable over a Murphy-Olds combination based on 
the foregoing differences. Furtherance of claim 1 and its dependent claims to allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim 30 recites "transmitting information indicative of the operational state [of a first 
mobile terminal] to a second mobile terminal, the second mobile terminal outputting a relative 
signal strength indicator (RSSI) of the first mobile terminal based on the transmitted operational 
state inform^ation," and that "information indicative of the operational state of the first mobile 
terminal is transmitted to the second mobile terminal along a signal path that does not pass 
through an intervening or repeating subscriber terminal." These features are not taught or 
suggested by the Murphy and Olds patents, whether taken alone or in combination. Furtherance 
of claim 30 and its dependent claims to allowance is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Claim 40 recites "displaying the operational state information [of a first mobile terminal] 

on a second mobile terminal, wherein the operational state information includes at least one of 

signal strength information or battery information of the first mobile terminal." These features 

are not taught or suggested by Murphy or Olds, e.g., Murphy discloses outputting a voice 

message indicative of low battery of another terminal but it does not display operational state 

information as recited in claim 40. 

Moreover, claim 40 recites that "the operational state information is received for a call 
connected between the first and second mobile terminals" and that "said call is connected 
between the first and second mobile terminals through a signal path that does not pass through 
an intervening or repeating subscriber terminal." These features are also not taught or suggested 
by Murphy or Olds, whether taken alone or in combination. Furtherance of claim 40 and its 
dependent claims to allowance is therefore respectfiolly requested. 

Claim 55 recites "a controller which performs an automatic call connection operation to 
re-estabUsh a caU with the mobile terminal when the operational state information of the other 
terminal is determined to he within a predetermined range," and that "the call is to be connected 
between the terminal and the other terminal tlixough a signal path that does not pass through an 
intervening or repeating subscriber terminal." These features are also not taught or su^ested by 
Murphy or Olds, whether taken alone or in combination. Furtherance of claim 55 and its 
dependent claims to allowance is therefore respectfiilly requested. 
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Claim 4 was rejected for being obvious in view of Murphy and Olds taken in 
combination with Toda and Hayashi. Applicants traverse this rejection on grounds that Toda 
and Hayashi do not teach or suggest the features of base claim 1 missing from the Murphy and 
Olds patents. 

Claims 5 and 6 were rejected for being obvious in view of Murphy and Olds taken in 
combination widi Chapman. AppUcants traverse the rejection of claim 5 on grounds that 
Chapman does not teach or suggest the features of base claim 1 missing from the Murphy and 
Olds patents. 

Claim 6 recites "storing, in a base station, state information transmitted from a first 
mobile terminal, the state information indicative of a signal strength of the first mobile 
terminal." Murphy and Olds do not teach or suggest these features, e.g.. Murphy outputs on one 
terminal a voice message indicative of low battery of another terminal. Murphy does not store 
state information indicative of signal strength of one terminal in another terminal. And, Olds 
merely resets link characteristics when signal quality is detected to be low. Olds, therefore, also 
does not store the type of information recited in claim 6. The Chapman patent also fails to teach 

or suggest these features. 

Further, claim 6 recites a monitoring function that includes "periodically receiving state 
information from the first mobile terminal and updating previously stored state information," 
where die state information is indicative of signal strengtii of the other terminal. Murphy, Olds, 
and Chapman also fail to teach or suggest these features. 
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Further, claim 6 recites "transmitting the stored state information transmitted firom the 
first mobile terminal to the second mobile terminal when the call connection between the fitst 
and second mobile terminals is interrupted, automatically transmitting a recall signal when the 
call interruption is sensed," and "wherein the recall signal establishes a connection between the 
first and second mobile terminals through a path that does not pass through an intervening or 
repeating subscriber terminal." These features are not taught or suggested by Murphy, Olds, or 
Chapman, whether taken alone or in combination. 

Claims 7, 8, 10, 12-14 and 16-20 were rejected for being obvious in view of Murphy, 
Olds, Chapman, and Toda. Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 7, 8, and 10 on grounds 
that Chapman and Toda do not teach or suggest the features in base claim 6 missing from 
Murphy and Olds. 

Claim 12 recites "when the call has been intermpted because of a network failure, 
automatically attempting a recall from the originating side terminal; when a call termination 
message is received from the originating side terminal or from the receiving side terminal, 
releasing the call connection between the terminals at the base station; and transmitting the state 
information of one of the originating side and receiving side terminals to the other of the 
originating side and receiving side terminals after the call connection is released." Claim 12 
further recites "wherein the caU connection and recall is established between the originating and 
receiving side terminals through a signal path that does not pass through an intervening or 
repeating subscriber terminal." These features are not taught or suggested by the cited 
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references, whether taken alone or in combination. Furtherance of claim 12 and its dependent 
claims to allowance is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 1 1 was rejected for being obvious in view of Murphy, Olds, Chapman, Toda, and 
Hayashi. This rejection is traversed on grounds that Chapman, Toda, and Hayashi does not teach 
or suggest the features of base claim of claim 11 missing Murphy and Olds. The rejection of 
claim 15 is traversed for similar reasons. 

Claims 21, 23, 25, 33-36, 41, 43-46 and 56-58 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over 
Murphy in view of Toda. Applicants request die Examiner to witiidraw tiiis rejection for the 
following reasons. 

Claims 21 recites "displaying the state information indicative of the signal strength of 
the receiving side terminal on the originating side terminal." These features are not taught or 
suggested by the Murphy or Toda patents. Toda discloses a mobile terminal having a notification 
section 24 that causes a symbol to be displayed when a telephone number is not received of a 
calling party (column 8, Unes 1-8) or when a call re-establishment operation is performed 
(column 8, Hnes 56-62). However, Toda does not teach or suggest displaying on one terminal a 
symbol indicative of the signal strength or the other terniinal as required by claim 21. 

Applicants submit that claim 21 and its dependent claims are allowable based on tiiese 
differences. 
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Claim 22 was rejected for being obvious in view of a Murphy-Toda-Wooten 
combination. Applicants traverse this rejection on grounds that the Wooten patent does not 
teach or suggest the features of base claim 21 missing from the Murphy and Toda patents. 

Claim 24 was rejected for being obvious in view of a Murphy-Toda-Hayashi 
combination. Applicants traverse this rejection on grounds that the Hayashi patent does not 
teach or suggest the features of base claim 21 missing from the Murphy and Toda patents. 

Claims 26, 28, 37, 50-53, 59 and 66 were rejected for being obvious in view of a Murphy- 
Oota combination. Applicants request withdrawal of this rejection for the following reasons- 
Claim 26 recites " displaying state information of the originating side terminal in the 
receiving side terminal, wherein the state information includes battery in formation of the 
originating side terminal '' The Murphy patent discloses transmitting a voice message to another 
mobile terminal to inform the other terminal of the battery condition of the originating terminal. 
Murphy does not teach or suggest displaying batter information of the originating terminal as 
required by claim 26. 

The Oota publication discloses a first mobile terminal which displays the phone number 
of a second mobile temiinal. See Paragraph [31]. This paragraph also discloses displaying batter/ 
status information, but this battery status information is not of the second terminal but rather 
corresponds to its own battery. This is clear from die battery symbol shown in Figures 3a-d. 
When Paragraph [31] is read in light of Figure 3, it is evident tiiat the battery status being 
displayed is of the first terminal, not of the other terminal. 
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Thus, Oota does not teach or suggest the features of claim 26 missing from the Murphy 

patent. Furtherance of claim 26 and its dependent claims to allowance is therefore respectfuUy 

requested. 

Claim 37 recites "displaying the operational state information on the second mobile 
terminal." These features are not taught or suggested by the Murphy or Oota references, whetiier 
taken alone or in combination. Furtherance of claim 37 and its dependent claims to allowance is 
therefore respectfully requested. Claim 50 recites similar features and therefore is also allowable 
along with its dependent claims. 

Claim 59 recites "a display that displays the operational state information on a second 
mobile terminal, wherein the operational state information is indicative of a low battery voltage 
condition of the other terminal or a low signal strengtii condition experienced by the other 
terminal." These features are not taught or suggested by the cited references, whether taken alone or 
in combination. 

Claims 27, 29, 54, 64, and 65 were rejected for being obvious in view of various 
combinations of the Oota, Wooten, Hayashi, Murphy, Chapman, and Toda patents. Applicants 
traverse the rejection of these claims on grounds that none of these references either alone or in 
combination teach or suggest all of the features of the base claims from which claims 27, 29, 54, 
64, and 65 depend. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and timely allowance of the 
application is respectfiilly requested. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with tiie filing of this, 
concurrent and future repUes, including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 16-0607 and 
please credit any excess fees to such deposit account. 

Respectfully S3^ttpS&d, 
KED & ASSpmTES, LLP 
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